study'.
2 Critical speculations are not long in coming but, as Wulf Kansteiner argued in History and Theory, there is still a need for a significant development of an unambiguous methodological and conceptual analytical framework. 3 In its absence, the field of memory studies more or less disintegrates into studies dissecting their subject on the operating table of prominent personalities Although this is an interesting position, it loses credibility when it appears that it concerns a 24-page publication with the subtitle 'Some Considerations 
A pointillist painting
Quite frequently the book suggests a real trend by the addition of no more than a few elements. The stringing together of personal narratives, a variety of curiosities and interesting stories -often from fairly idiosyncratic individuals -largely ignores civil society. The dynamic processes that lend a collective memory form, content and resonance, both top-down and bottom-up, need a more structural interpretation. Undoubtedly the role and agency of a number of personalities will have been directional, but memories, according to Wulf
Kansteiner, 'even the memories of eyewitnesses, only assume collective relevance when they are structured, represented, and used in a social setting'. 9 However, the author passes by some opportunities to investigate fundamentally the way in which a particular perception of the past won public space or public forum.
On the one hand in the most literal and material meaning (monuments, street names, commemorations, et cetera) but, on the other hand, how it was expressed by the wider socio-cultural and multimedia forms (literature, film, television, radio, et cetera). Concerning the thousands of war memorials and their installation dates he states: 'in general not much more can be said than that they are many, very many, especially in view of the lack of a monumental tradition'.
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Well, it is precisely that information which allows for detection of some general trends and thus for transcending the study of a number of cases and events.
Although Dat nooit meer compensates for the conceptual and therefore sometimes analytical dearth with empirical richness, the evidence reads more like a pointillist painting. The touches that define the image and colour are too dependent on the artist's hand. Heijden informs the reader of this, but at the same time it is a pity that a methodologically sound attempt at network analysis thus makes place for a discourse on gut feeling. Moreover, a large part of that intuition links up with the concept which many memory studies bring to the fore as an explanation:
generation. Like class, race and gender it is a convenient term, even a deus ex machina, which allows for making complex developments understandable. a belgian view of (the debate on) 'dat nooit meer' -'never again' aerts Flemish-nationalist counter-memory that presented itself not as a victim of the war but precisely as a victim of the post-war punishment of collaboration. 17 , but also in the sometimes tasteless diminutives with which he trivialises or belittles 'the little world of academia'. 18 In addition, the prologue resolutely announces his journalistic method. His meaningful marginal notes on the impossibility of dissecting the public opinion or the collective memory do not lead to rational development of a model that at least can structurally test the reality values of a memory dynamic, but rather to a plea for the exemplary as an instrument of narrative analysis. In the end, the author is certainly aware of the advantages and drawbacks of the plan, but in that sense the epilogue is no more than an indispensable but hardly operational manual for reading it.
discussion -discussiedossier
In spite of all that methodological criticism, there is of course the question whether Chris van der Heijden is not also redrawing the moral blueprint of Dutch collective identity, together with the new outline of memory culture. If this is really the issue of the debate and the fuss, the characterisation of J.J. Buskes reads as an autobiographical note, namely that he is the type 'who does not mince his words, often is right but in being right takes no account of what is socially desirable'. 19 It is to be hoped that this
